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The Honorable Chairman and Members of the
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Kekuanaoa Building, First Floor

465 South King Street
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Dear Commissioners:

Subject: Docket No. 2008-0083
HECO 2009 Test Year Rate Case — PV Host Program

On May 15, 2009, Hawaiian Electric Company, Inc. (“Hawaiian Electric” or
“Company”), the Division of Consumer Advocacy and the Department of Defense
(collectively the “Parties”) filed their Stipulated Settlement Letter for Hawaiian Electric’s
2009 test year rate case. On May 18, 2009, the Company filed its Statement of Probable
Entitlement. Since that time, the Company has discovered a textual discrepancy in Exhibit 1
to that letter and in the Statement of Probable Entitlement. Enclosed are corrections that state
that the Parties agreed that PV Host Program costs should be removed from the 2009 test year
and recovered through the REIP/CEI Surcharge, rather than amortized over two years.! The
Company is providing both clean copies and copies in track changes.

These textual corrections do not change the proposed interim increase amount of
$79.811,000 as reflected in Hawaiian Electric’s Statement of Probable Entitlement filed on
May 18, 2009. The Company correctly removed the PV Host Program costs from the revenue
requirement run in Exhibit 1 to the Statement of Probable Entitlement.

Also enclosed are the revised pages 4 and 5 of HECO T-9, Attachment 2, of the
Stipulated Settlement Letter. These pages provided references to certain attachments but not
the information request responses that provided the attachments. By including this
information, the revised pages provide a complete audit trail. The revised references are

! The corrections appear on pages 20 and 21 of Exhibit 1 of the Stipulated Settlement Letter and on pages 6
and 7 of the Statement of Probable Entitlement. Page 31 of Exhibit 1 of the Stipulated Settlement Letter

correctly describes the Panies’ agreement that the PV Hosts Program costs should be recovered through the
REIP/CEI Surcharge.
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highlighted for easy identification. The revised pages have no impact on the settlement
amount.

The Division of Consumer Advocacy and the Department of Defense do not object to
the corrections and revisions described above.

The Company apologizes for any inconvenience this may have caused. If there are
any questions, please call Dean K. Matsuura at 543-4622.

Very truly yours,

SN =P 75~

(for) Darcy L. Endo-Omoto
Vice President
Government & Community Affairs

Enclosures

cc: Division of Consumer Advocacy
Dr. Khojasteh Davoodi
James N. McCormick, Esq.
Utilitech, Inc.



Stipulated Settlement Letter

Exhibit 1, pages 20 and 21

(Filed May 15, 2009.)
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In settlement discussions, HECO maintained that the costs of obtaining approval for the
AMI and PV Host projects and participating in the proceedings (similar to the costs
incurred for the FIT proceeding) are normal, on-going costs of doing business as a
regulated utility. HECO pointed out that the level of participation in Commission
proceedings has increased in 2009, due in significant part to the initiation of proceedings
as a result of the Energy Agreement, but anticipated that the level of participation was
likely to remain high over the next year as well. To mitigate the impact of the costs of
participating in the proceedings on test year revenue requirements and for purposes of
reaching a global settlement, HECO proposed to amortize the identified test year outside
services costs for the two AMI and PV Host project proceedings over two years. This
was the same treatment that the Company proposed for the costs of a pricing consultant
for the decoupling docket, as discussed in the rate case update, HECO T-11, pages 510 6,
and the feed-in tariff (“FIT*) consultant costs (see CA-101, Schedule C-23, page 1, and
discussion below of C-23).

The amortization period is based on the time period between the 2009 test year rate case
and HECQ’s next rate case anticipated to be based on a 2011 test year, as proposed by the
HECOQO Companies in the decoupling proceeding, Docket No. 2008-0274. The outside
services costs for PUC proceedings and the agreement of the Parties for settlement
purposes is as follows:

1) PV Host Program: In the Rate Case Update, HECO T-7, page 45, the Company
included $200,000 of outside services costs in the test year for the development of the
PV Host Program. In its response to CA-IR-296, the Company stated that HECO’s
share of the PV Host Program outside services costs amounted to $160,000, 80% of
the $200,000. As agreed by the Parties, $40,000 was removed for the MECO and
HELCQ share of costs and the remaining $160,000 should be recovered through the
REIP/CEI Surcharge for a total reduction of $200,000 to the test year. See
pages 30-31 of Exhibit 1 of this Stipulated Settlement Letter.

2) AMI legal, regulatory, and outside consulting costs: The test year requirement for
legal, regulatory, and outside consulting costs for the AMI project of $507,000 is
described in direct testimony, HECO T-8, pages 52 and 54, updated in Rate Case
Update, HECO T-8, page 5, and further described in the Company’s response 1o
CA-IR-178, page 4. For settlement purposes, the Parties agreed that, the AMI legal,
regulatory, and outside consulting costs are to be amortized over two years, for a
reduction of $253,000 ($507,000/ 2).

3) FEIT Consultant Costs: In the Rate Case Update, HECO T-11, page 5, the Company
added $115,000 ($230,000 + 2 years amortization) to support the Companies’ effort
in its participation in Docket No. 2008-0273, the FIT Investigative docket. However,
HECO's portion of these costs is $92,000 ($230,000 x 80%=%184,000 + 2 years) or
80% of the total amount (see the Company’s response to CA-IR-343, pages 4 to 5).
The Consumer Advocate proposed to reduce the FIT consultant costs for the portion
of the costs for HELCO and MECO (CA T-3 page 90). The Company has accepted
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the Consumer Advocate’s proposal of a reduction of $23,000 to the test year (CA-101,
Schedule C-23). The DOD has not objected to the resolution of this issue.

The total amount of the proposed adjustments agreed to by the Parties is a reduction of
$476,000 to the test year for outside services costs for PUC proceedings as summarized

below:
* PV Host Program — HECO only — REIP/CEI Surcharge Recovery  $160,000
e PV Host Program - MECO & HELCO Costs Removed $40,000
o AMI Legal & Regulatory — amortized over 2 years $253,000
e FIT Legal & Regulatory - MECO & HELCO Costs Removed $23.000
e Totai Reduction $476,000

b. HCEI-Related R&D Costs

In settlement discussions the Consumer Advocate and Company agreed that both the
HCEI Implementation Studies (aka “Big Wind Studies”) and the Oahu Electric System
Analysis (CA-101, Schedule C-4, lines 1 and 6) should be recovered through the
REIP/CEI Surcharge as proposed in Docket No. 2007-0416%. Thus, the test year is
reduced by $2,220,000 for the Big Wind Studies and $677,000 for the Oahu Electric
System Analysis study.

However, HECO asserts that R&D is an on-going expense year after year and that it
should be able to recover in base rates an amount that is commensurate with total
expenses in past ye:ars.5 As a result, the Parties have agreed that for purposes of
settlement, the R&D costs of $50,000 for the biofuel agriculture crop research expenses
and $649,000 for the biofuel co-firing project expenses remain in the test year for
recovery in the Company’s base rates.

For settlement purposes, the Consumer Advocate concurred with HECO's proposed
$2.220,000 reduction and HECO concurred with the Consumer Advocate’s proposed
$677,000 reduction as noted above. However, the Consumer Advocate observed that the
$611,000 of AMI R&D expense in the A&G Account 930.2 that is discussed above is
comprised of $488,000 for outside services and $123,000 for Tower Gateway Base
(“TGB”) Station lease rental. For settlement purposes, the Consumer Advocate proposed
that the consulting costs of $488,000 should also be amortized over a two year period
with the total TGB lease remaining in the test year O&M expense. This proposal is also
accepted by the Company for settlement purposes. The DOD has not objected to the
resolution of this issue. More discussion of the R&D expenses proposed to be removed

* See discussion in Rate Case Update, HECO T-7, pages 2 1o 3.

? The Energy Agreement includes references to much of the Hawaiian Electric Companies’ on-going renewable
energy and energy efficiency efforts (such as the Renewable Energy RFP), as well as new commitments made by the
Companies in the Agreement. In recent years, HECO's R&D efforts have been 1argeted al enhancing its ability to
add renewable energy to its system. For example, the hiofuel testing included in HECO's 2009 expenses is the laiest
phase of HECO's R&D biofuel testing activities. which were discussed in the 2007 1est year rate case {as were
HECO's R&D activities that related to AMI. and its efforts to support local agriculture related biofuels).
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In settlement discussions, HECO maintained that the costs of obtaining approval for the
AMI and PV Host projects and participating in the proceedings (similar to the costs
incurred for the FIT proceeding) are normal, on-going costs of doing business as a
regulated utility. HECO pointed out that the level of participation in Commission
proceedings has increased in 2009, due in significant part to the initiation of proceedings
as a result of the Energy Agreement, but anticipated that the level of participation was
likely to remain high over the next year as well. To mitigate the impact of the costs of
participating in the proceedings on test year revenue requirements and for purposes of
reaching a global settlement, HECO proposed to amortize the identified test year outside
services costs for the two AMI and PV Host project proceedings over two years. This
was the same treatment that the Company proposed for the costs of a pricing consultant
for the decoupling docket, as discussed in the rate case update, HECO T-11, pages 5 10 6,
and the feed-in tariff (“FIT") consultant costs (see CA-101, Schedule C-23, page 1, and
discussion below of C-23).

The amortization period is based on the time pericd between the 2009 test year rate case
and HECO’s next rate case anticipated to be based on a 2011 test year, as proposed by the
HECO Companies in the decoupling proceeding, Docket No. 2008-0274. The outside
services costs for PUC proceedings and the agreement of the Parties for settlement
purposes is as follows:

1) PV Host Program: In the Rate Case Update, HECO T-7, page 45, the Company
included $200,000 of outside services costs in the test year for the development of the
PV Host Program. In its response to CA-IR-296, the Company stated that HECO's
share of the PV Host Program outside services costs amounted to $160,000, 80% of

the $200,000. As agreed by the Parties, 340,000 was removed for the MECO and _. - { Deloted: Thus » ]
HELCO share of costs and the remaining $160,000 should be fecovered through the - { Deleted: will )
REIP/CEI Surcharge for a total reduction of $200,000 to the test year, See " { Deleted: amortized over MJ
pages 30-31 of Exhibit 1 of this Stipulated Settlement Letter. Sy | yeam with
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2) AMI legal, regulatory, and outside consulting costs: The test year requirement for ) [Ddatnd: {840,000 + J
legal, regulatory, and outside consulting costs for the AMI project of $507,000 is (3160,00072))

described in direct testimony, HECO T-8, pages 52 and 54, updated in Rate Case
Update, HECO T-8, page 5, and further described in the Company’s response to
CA-IR-178, page 4. For settlement purposces, the Parties agreed that, the AMI legal,
regulatory, and outside consulting costs are to be amortized over two years, fora
reduction of $253,000 ($507,000/ 2).

3) FIT Consultant Costs: In the Rate Case Update, HECO T-11, page 5, the Company
added $115,000 ($230,000 + 2 years amortization) to support the Companies’ effort
in its participation in Docket No. 2008-0273, the FIT Investigative docket. However,
HECOQ’s portion of these costs is $92,000 ($230,000 x 80%=$184,000 + 2 years) or
80% of the total amount (see the Company’s response to CA-IR-343, pages 4 to §).
The Consumer Advocate proposed to reduce the FIT consultant costs for the portion
of the costs for HELCO and MECQ (CA T-3 page 90). The Company has accepted
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the Consumer Advocate’s proposal of a reduction of $23,000 to the test year (CA-101,
Schedule C-23). The DOD has not objected to the resolution of this issue.

The total amount of the proposed adjustments agreed to by the Parties is a reduction of

$476,000 to the test year for outside services costs for PUC proceedings as summarized . - { Deloted: 396 ]
below: .
e PV Host Program — HECO only — REIP/CEI Surcharge Recovery  8160,000 .- [ Deleted: smonized over 2 J
e PV Host Program — MECO & HELCO Costs Removed $40,000 1. yean
® AMI Legal & Regulatory — amortized over 2 years $253,000 - ( Deteted: )
o FIT Legal & Regulatory ~ MECO & HELCO Costs Removed $23.000 {{Detotad: 50 )
s Total Reduction $476000 . - { Deleted: 306 )

b. HCEI-Related R&D Costs

In settlement discussions the Consumer Advocate and Company agreed that both the
HCEI Implementation Studies (aka “Big Wind Studies”) and the Oahu Electric System
Analysis (CA-101, Schedule C-4, lines 1 and 6) should be recovered through the
REIP/CEI Surcharge as proposed in Docket No. 2007-0416". Thus, the test year is
reduced by $2,220,000 for the Big Wind Studies and $677,000 for the Oahu Electric
System Analysis study.

However, HECO asserts that R&D is an on-going expense year after year and that it
should be able to recover in base rates an amount that is commensurate with total
expenses in past years.® As a result, the Parties have agreed that for purposes of
settlement, the R&D costs of $50,000 for the biofuel agriculture crop research expenses
and $649,000 for the biofuel co-firing project expenses remain in the test year for
recovery in the Company’s base rates.

For settlement purposes, the Consumer Advocate concurred with HECO’s proposed
$2,220,000 reduction and HECO concurred with the Consumer Advocate’s proposed
$677,000 reduction as noted above, However, the Consumner Advocate observed that the _ . - { Deleted: * ]
$611,000 of AMI R&D expense in the A&G Account 930.2 that is discussed above is

comprised of $488,000 for outside services and $123,000 for Tower Gateway Base

{“TGB")} Station lease rental. For seftlement purposes, the Consumer Advocate proposed

that the consulting costs of $488,000 should also be amortized over a two year period

with the total TGB lease remaining in the test year O&M expense. This proposal is also

accepted by the Company for settlement purposes. The DOD has not objected to the

resolution of this issue. More discussion of the R&D expenses proposed to be removed

* See discussion in Rate Case Update, HECO T-7, pages 2 to 3.

5 The Energy Agreement includes references to much of the Hawaiian Electric Companies® on-going rencwable
energy and energy efficiency efforts (such as the Renewable Energy RFP), as well as new commitments made by the
Companies in the Agreement. In recent years, HECO's R&D efforts have been targeted at enhancing its ability to
add renewable energy to its system. For example, the biofuel testing included in HECO’s 2009 expenses is the latest
phase of HECO’s R&D biofuel testing activities, which were discussed in the 2007 test year rate case (as were
HECO’s R&D activitics that related to AMI, and its efforts to support Jocal agriculture related biofuels).
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decision in Docket No. 2007-0416." The Company also stated that if it does not recover the cost
of the HCEI Implementation Studies through the REIP/CEI Surcharge, it should be allowed to
recover this cost through base rates approved in this rate case. (See Rate Case Update, HECO
T-1, pages 11 to 15.)

In settlement discussions the Consumer Advocate and Company agreed that the HCEI
Implementation Studies (aka “Big Wind Studies™), the PV Host Program, and the Oahu Electric
System Analysis tncluded in R&D expenses (CA-101, Schedule C-4, lines 1, 2 and 6) should be
recovered through the REIP/CEI Surcharge as proposed in Docket No, 2007-0416.% Thus, the
test year is reduced by $2,220,000 for the Big Wind Studies, $200,000 for the PV Host Program
and $677,000 for the Oahu Electric System Analysis study.

Certain R&D expenses for 2009 were left in revenue requirements, since R&D is an on-
going expense year after year and the Company should be able to recover a reasonable amount in
base rates for such expenses.” As a result, the Parties agreed that for purposes of settlement, the
R&D costs of $50,000 for the biofuel agriculture crop research expenses and $649,000 for the
biofuel co-firing project expenses remain in the test year for recovery in the Company’s base
rates.

For settlement purposes, the Consumer Advocate also proposed that certain advanced
metering infrastructure R&D consulting costs of $488,000 be amortized over a two year period,
which was accepted by the Company for settlement purposes.

In addition, the Parties agreed to normalize the outside services’ costs related to the costs
of participating in Commission initiated proceedings or obtaining Commission approval (e.g.,
legal and regulatory support services) for certain initiatives identified in the Energy Agreement.
These adjustments are summarized below:

7 Section 29 of the HCEI Agreement called for a Clean Energy Infrastructure (“CEI") Surcharge. The
CEI Surcharge is equivalent to the REIP Surcharge that the HECO Companies proposed in Docket No.
2007-0416. On November 28, 2009, the HECO Companies and the Consumer Advocate filed a letter
agreeing that the REIP Surcharge proposed in Docket No. 2007-0416 is substantially similar to the CEI
Surcharge and that the REIP Surcharge satisfies the HCEI Agreement provision that the implementation
procedure of the CEIS recovery mechanism be submitted for Commission approval by November 30,
2008. Because HECO considers the REIP and CEI surcharges to be one and the same, this document
refers to this surcharge as the “REIP/CEI Surcharge.”

® See discussion in Rate Case Update, HECO T-7, pages 2 to 3.

? In recent years, HECO's R&D efforts have been targeted at enhancing its ability to add renewable
energy to its system. For example, the biofuel testing included in HECO's 2009 expenses is the latest
phase of HECO's R&D biofuel testing activities, which were discussed in the 2007 test year rate case (as

were HECO’s R&D activilies that related to AM], and its efforts to support local agriculture related
biofuels).

2528490.1
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s AMI Legal & Regulatory — amortized over 2 years'® $253,000
e FIT Legal & Regulatory — MECO & HELCO Costs Removed $23.000
¢ Total Reduction $276,000

Average Rate Base

As part of the settlement agreement, the Parties have agreed to the use of an average rate
base for purposes of the interim and final revenue requirements in this rate case, and HECO has
agreed to forego the Campbell Industrial Park (“CIP") Combustion Turbine Unit 1 (“CT-1"") step
increase that it requested in its application."’

Sales Decoupling

In its Rate Case Update, the Company proposed a revenue decoupling mechanism to be
effective upon issuance of an interim decision and order in the HECO 2009 rate case. HECO

'® The amortization period is based on the time period between the 2009 test year rate case and HECO's
next rate case anticipated to be based on a 2011 test year, as proposed by the HECO Companies in the
decoupling proceeding, Docket No. 2008-0274.

"' HECO’s revenue requirements in its application were based on including the “full” cost of CIP CT-1
(as estimated at the time of the application). HECO also proposed an interim step increase that did not
include the CIP CT-1 costs, and a later step increase for CIP CT-1 proposed a step increase equal to the
difference between the revenue requirement reflecting the full annualized cost of the CIP CT-1 (with the
net investment of the CIP CT-1 in both the beginning and end of test year balances) and the revenue
requirement exclusive of the cost of the CIP CT-1. The Company requested that the CIP CT-1 step
increase become effective on the in-service date of the new unit, which 1s scheduled for July 31, 2009
(HECO-101, page 4). The Company further stated that, if the Commission did not approve the CIP CT-1
slep increase, the interim increase (and effectively the final increase) should be based on the “base case”
which includes the 2009 CIP CT-1 plant additions on an average basis (net of deferred income taxes) in
the end of test year rate base balance but not in the beginning of test year rate base balance (HECO-101,
p. 3, footnote 2). The Consumer Advocate and the DOD opposed inclusion of the “full” cost of CIP CT-1
in revenue requirements, and proposed that a fully average test year be used.

Based on the joint decoupling proposai of the Company and the Consumer Advocate in the
decoupling docket, which incorporates a RAM rale base adjustment in 2010 that includes actual year-end
2009 plant balances (as well as conservatively estimated plant additions in 2010), HECO (as part of the
global settlement agreement) agreed to the use of the fully average test year, without a separate CIP CT-]
Step Increase or annualized ratemaking treatment of CIP CT-1 costs.

N

25284901
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decision in Docket No. 2007-0416.” The Company also stated that if it does not recover the cost
of the HCEI Implementation Studies through the REIP/CEI Surcharge, it should be allowed to
recover this cost through base rates approved in this rate case. (See Rate Case Update, HECO
T-1, pages 11 to 15.)

In settlement discussions the Consumer Advocate and Company agreed that the HCEI
Implementation Studies (aka “Big Wind Studies”), the PV Host Program, and the Oahu Electric
System Analysis jncluded in R&D expenses (CA-101, Schedule C-4, lines 1, 2 ang should be
recovered through the REIP/CEI Surcharge as proposed in Docket No. 2007-0416.® Thus, the
test year is reduced by $2,220,000 for the Big Wind Studies, $200,000 for the PV Host Program
and $677,000 for the Oahu Electric System Analysis study.

Certain R&D expenses for 2009 were left in revenue requirements, since R&D is an on-
going cxpense year after year and the Company should be able to recover a reasonable amount in
base rates for such expenses.” As a result, the Parties agreed that for purposes of settlement, the
R&D costs of $50,000 for the biofuel agriculture crop research expenses and $649,000 for the
biofuel co-firing project expenses remain in the test year for recovery in the Company’s base
rates.

For scttlement purposes, the Consumer Advocate also proposed that gertain advanced
metering infrastructure R&D consulting costs of $488,000 be amortized over a two year period,
which was accepted by the Company for settlement purposes.

In addition, the Parties agreed to normalize the outside services’ costs related to the costs
of participating in Commission initiated proceedings or obtaining Commission approval (e.g.,
legal and regulatory support services) for certain initiatives identified in the Energy Agreement.
These adjustments are, summarized below: -

7 Section 29 of the HCEI Agrecment called for a Clean Energy Infrastructure (“CEI'") Surcharge. The
CEIl Surcharge is equivalent to the REIP Surcharge that the HECO Companies proposed in Docket No.
2007-0416. On November 28, 2009, the HECO Companies and the Consumer Advocate filed a letter
agreeing that the REIP Surcharge proposed in Docket No. 2007-0416 is substantially similar to the CEI
Surcharge and that the REIP Surcharge satisfies the HCE! Agreement provision that the implementation
procedure of the CEIS recovery mechanism be submitted for Commission approval by November 30,
2008. Because HECO considers the REIP and CEI surcharges to be one and the same, this document
refers to this surcharge as the “REIP/CEI Surcharge.”

: See discussion in Rate Case Update, HECO T-7, pages 2 to 3.

* In recent years, HECO’s R&D efforts have been targeted at enhancmg its ability to add renewable
energy to its system. For example, the biofuel testing included in HECOs 2009 expenses is the latest
phase of HECO's R&D biofuel testing activities, which were discussed in the 2007 test year rate case (as
were HECO's R&D activities that related to AMI, and its efforts to support local agriculture related
biofuels).
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Average Rate Base

As part of the settlement agreement, the Parties have agreed to the use of an average rate
base for purposes of the interim and fina! revenue requirements in this rate case, and HECO has
agreed to forego the Campbell Industrial Park (“CIP""} Combustien Turbine Unit 1 (CT-1") step
increase that it requested in its application.'"

Sales Decouplin

In its Rate Case Update, the Company proposed a revenue decoupling mechanism to be
effective upon issuance of an interim decision and order in the HECO 2009 rate case. HECO

' The amortization period is based on the time period between the 2009 test year rate case and HECO's
next rale case anticipated to be based on a 2011 test year, as proposed by the HECO Companies in the
decoupling proceeding, Docket No. 2008-0274.

"' HECO's revenuc requirements in its application were based on including the “full” cost of CIP CT-1
{as estimated at the time of the application). HECO also proposed an interim step increase that did not
include the CIP CT-1 costs, and a later step increase for CIP CT-1 proposed a step increase equal to the
difference between the revenue requirement reflecting the full annualized cost of the CIP CT-1 (with the
net investment of the CIP CT-1 in both the beginning and end of test year balances) and the revenue
requirement exclusive of the cost of the CIP CT-1. The Company requested that the CIP CT-1 step
increase become effective on the in-service date of the new unit, which is scheduled for July 31, 2009
(HECO-101, page 4). The Company further stated that, if the Commission did not approve the CIP CT-1
step increase, the interim increase (and effectively the final increase) should be based on the “base case™
which includes the 2009 CIP CT-1 plant additions on an average basis (net of deferred income taxes) in
the end of test year rate base balance but not in the beginning of test year rate base balance (HECO-101,
p- 3, foommote 2). The Consumer Advocate and the DOD opposed inclusion of the *full” cost of CIP CT-|
in revenue requirements, and proposed that a fully average test year be used.

Based on the joint decoupling proposal of the Company and the Consumer Advocate in the
decoupling docket, which incorporates a RAM rate base adjustment in 2010 that includes actual year-end
2009 plant balances (as well as conservatively estimated plant additions in 2010), HECO (as part of the
global scttlement agreement) agreed to the use of the fully average test year, without a separate CIP CT-1
Step Increase or annualized ratemaking treatment of CIP CT-1 costs.

2528490.1
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{342,990} 902 $ (2.015) § - § (2.015)
w

Tertal [1 {42,990) $ - (42,050]

Emp Bengfk g (el 926020 % -3 03118) § (93.118}

. (a4® esponee 1o CA-R-123, Aitachment 1B). - L PR AN L
Towl Project Expanses $212,084) 1 (1.081,267) 8 (1,824,800} & [2,912,034)

NON-PROJECT EXPENSES (Including new Bl Print, IVR, IWR systema/processss)
1 Rmmlol' Post Go-Livs Non-Project uspensss

 (swe reaponea 1o CA{R-323, Atachmam 2, line 14a,"Post Go-Live Ad)” cohdmn) - 191.352,585) 903 $ - 3 {1,353 586) § {1.352,585) [JREDesn

2 Mdnhngl axpenaes for Stendarg R_.glqu Forma
*(sbe 16 CA4R-323, 2, Ins 108, "Post Go-Live Ad) " sshunn} . $E046D o M) 3 - % 60488 3 80,458

3 N-t Reduction of ITS Caats

2 (ssa Remporws o CAHR-IZS, Atlachment 3)°. * “e.s ¢ oty Tl ($458.094) 500020 § B “ern (4.977}
$ H {17501 § (1.750}
s - % (358) § (158}
H -8 5.278) S {5.278)
$ H (e.084) $ (5,884)
1] -3 19.545) § {9,545)
H E | (684) § {684)
3 3 (2.434) § [2.434)
$ ] (14522) § (14.522)
H - 8 (1.038) § (1.039)
H -8 (629} § (828)
514020 - 3 (21,388) $ (21,388}
514030 ) (3.308) 3 {3,308)
S48 § $ {(1.7/8) § {1,778)
581 % $ 55 § 5%
582 $ s UL ] (e1)
583 § ) (184} (164)
586 § $ (7.138) § (7.134)
570 % 3 (%) § (109}
571 § ] (245) 3 {246)
572 § 5 - % .
581 % 5 9.599) § (0.599)
582 § $ 2731 ¢ 2
583 § $ r246) § (248)
584 § 273) § {21y
588 § ) (4,343) § {4.348)
588 § 3 1187} & (41,187}
%2 % H {an s Hany
501 § H 410 § 410
594 3 -8 o) § {410)
598 % - 8 3 (5.054)
901§ -8 3 (58,307}
o0z 3 H 3 (2.051)
907 § - % % (R.218)
910 § ] H {18 484}
91 8 [ s (212,560
924 3 -5 3 (2.133)
925 % -8 $ (3.040)
926000 § - 1 (547}
926010 § -3 (2,108}
$302 § ] {2,270)
Totnl 3 -8 (458,004) § {450.004)
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ATTACHMENT 2
PAGES5SOF 5
FINAL SETTLEMENT
(REVISED 6/17/09)
4 R | of labor for 4 y maiar randara In:u'hd in Upd.ll.
. Sén reifarise 1o CAIR-396 fan b and Aftsenent 4).." . ps200) . W2 8 - 3 @35,2001 § (235.200)
Total Mon-Project Expsnses (81,088,91) $ LI | {1.986,391) § {1.906,301)
ADD BACK FOR LABOR EXPENSES:
125 (aea raaponse 10 CAIR-123] Alkchidnl 4, p 3, eolumn EE150. Totan ! ) | =0 $280.558 103 H 205 % . 205
) s 3 -8 0418
H H P 1 7.582
H ) -8 28,091
1 1 20,875
598 [1 [} -8 12,766
%02 s [1 $ 14,468
803 1 s 5 69,893
[ ] 1824
[T H Mpae 3 H 34,848
920 ] 27,057 % 3 27,057
184050 5 i 3 n
184080 § 1979 8§ 3 1979
581581 % 25524 3§ - 25,524
Total 3 280,650 $ - % 280,858
.1 (38 reapnam 0 CA-IR-323) Attachment 4, p.3) colmn NPW. b}, 2. *° T 341,559 LI ! FTER | 2
588 $ 3320 % - 3 3320
B 3 1080 % H 1,080
58 1 1980 % § 1,960
588 3 -8 1920
598 $ ) E 1,880
802 s ) -8 2,860
803 $ 1 -8 12,780
w08 3 § 180
910 1 ) $ 4,060
120 5 3 $ 210
184050 § ] -]
184080 & [ 3 4
5817581 2880 § - 2,880
Total s 41559 § B 41558
4 {¥aa renponse 1o CA-IR323, ARachmsnt 4.p 3, lum uflnhh L P $287.102 183 $ &7 8 H a7
- Ealumra Corp Adm, BanpsED, and GO, - L . v " H s $ 25,258
H 3 ] -
s [ 1 71,580
3 5 [1 20823
' s 12701
s 5 5 .
] s H -
[ ] s s -
H 3 3
5 3 -
H $ H 325988
% . 3 90,017
184050 3 141 % - $ 141
184060  § 2618 3 $ 2,818
581/581  § 21911 § - .11
Totat  § 164,178 § 123015 8 287,183
Totsl add buck to test yesr $508,410 $ 45,398 § AFiR-L L sepdie

TOTAL NET CHANGE TO TEST YEAR EXPENGES

$ {824,872 & 35w 8 {4,289,035)




